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DETAILED ACTION 

A new Examiner has been assigned to this application. 

This Office action is in response to Applicant's amendment and request for 
reconsideration filed on 8/22/2005. Claims 1-2, 4-14, and 16-27 are presented for further 
examination. While foil faith and credit is given to the previous Examiner, after further search 
and consideration the following claims are no longer allowable: 6-9, 18-21, and 25-26. 

Priority 

1 . No claim for priority was made. 

2. The effective filing date for the subject matter defined in the pending claims in this 
application is 8/23/2001. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

1 . Claims 1, 10 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stahura 
(U.S. Patent Publication No. 2003/0009592) and Bhatia et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,108,330, 
hereinafter "Bhatia") and "Windows 2000 DNS White Paper" by Microsoft, hereinafter 
Microsoft. 
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In considering claim 1, Stahura discloses a computer implemented method for resolving 
host names on a network comprising: 

Receiving a host name query from a client fl| 2, "browser submits a resolution request 
that specifies the domain name"); 

Transmitting said host name query from the client to a DNS server flj 2); and 

Returning a single address to said client computer fl| 2, "IP address of the domain name 
[is returned] to the client computer"), where said single address is based on said host name query 
and any responses received from said DNS servers (it is the end result of the querying process, as 
described in ^ 2). . 

However, Stahura does not disclose 1) that the client sends its queries and receives 
responses via a modem and 2) that the query is transmitted to a plurality of known Domain 
Name System (DNS) servers set up in the client. 

With regard to point #1, Stahura does not disclose that the client sends its queries and 
receives responses via a modem because Stahura does not discuss the hardware of the client in 
any depth. Nonetheless, it is well known that clients can connect to DNS query services using a 
modem, as evidenced by Bhatia (Fig. 1). Thus, given the teaching of Bhatia, a person having 
ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of using a 
modem to connect the client taught by Stahura to the network, in order to allow users without 
direct connections to the Internet to use the system. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
use a modem as taught by Bhatia, in the system taught by Stahura. 

With regard to point #2, Stahura failed to disclose that the host name query is transmitted 
to a plurality of known Domain Name System (DNS) server set up in the client. Nevertheless it 

i 

! 
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was well known in the art at the time of the invention to send host name queries to a plurality of 
known DNS servers set up in the client, as evidenced by Microsoft. In an analogous art, 
Microsoft disclosed sending a DNS query to multiple DNS servers (pg 39, name resolution 
algorithm) wherein the list of DNS servers to query is known and setup in the system (i.e. stored 
on the system) (pg 38, lists of DNS servers for each adapter). Microsoft further disclosed that 
querying multiple DNS servers at once is necessary on disjoint networks for ensuring complete 
name resolution. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to incorporate the DNS query algorithm as disclosed by Microsoft within the 
combined Stahura and Bhatia system, in order to ensure a complete name resolution. 

In considering claim 10, Stahura further discloses prior to transmitting said host name 
query, searching a cache for an address associated with said host name query, and if located, 
returning a located address to said client, such that the client computer can send a request for 
content to said address flf 2, "the local domain name server checks a local cache to determine 
whether it has a mapping of that domain name IP address"). 

In considering claim 1 1, the steps described in claim 1 1 essentially describe checking a 
client cache before making any host name query to a server, and returning content from the 
cache to the client computer if it has been stored in the cache (i.e. the language reads, "prior to 
transmitting said host name query, searching a cache based on said host name query, and if 
cached content associated with said host name query is located, returning said cached content to 
said client computer, such that said client can display said content"). Client-side caches are 
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notoriously well-known in the art, and would have been obvious to include in the Stahura system 
to avoid extra network traffic. 

2. Claims 6-9 and 25-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stahura 
and Bhatia et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,108,330, hereinafter "Bhatia") and Belfiore et al. (U.S. 
Patent Number 6, 009,459; hereinafter Belfiore). 

In considering claims 6 and 25, Stahura disclosed a computer implemented method for 
resolving host names on a network, comprising: 

Receiving a host name query from a client flf 2, "browser submits a resolution request 
that specifies the domain name"); 

Transmitting said host name query from the client to a plurality of DNS servers flj 2, "the 
local domain name server. . . forwards the resolution request to a root domain name server," and 
"the local domain name server then sends the resolution request to the top-level domain name 
server"); and 

Returning a single address to said client computer flj 2, "IP address of the domain name 
[is returned] to the client computer"), where said single address is based on said host name query 
and any responses received from said DNS servers (it is the end result of the querying process, as 
described in ^ 2) 

Determining that a host has not been located by said DNS server fl| 03); 
However, Stahura does not disclose 1) that the client sends its queries and receives 
responses via a modem and 2) the a search is performed using said host name query as a search 
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string and transmitting a results address of where results of said search are located, to said client 
computer. 

With regard to point #1, Stahura does not disclose that the client sends its queries and 
receives responses via a modem because Stahura does not discuss the hardware of the client in 
any depth. Nonetheless, it is well known that clients can connect to DNS query services using a 
modem, as evidenced by Bhatia (Fig. 1). Thus, given the teaching of Bhatia, a person having 
ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of using a 
modem to connect the client taught by Stahura to the network, in order to allow users without 
direct connections to the Internet to use the system. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
use a modem as taught by Bhatia, in the system taught by Stahura. 

With regard to point #2, such DNS search functionality was widely known in the art at the 
time of the invention, as evidenced by Belfiore. In an analogous art, Belfiore disclosed 
performing a host name query string search when a requested host name has not been located 
(Col 4, lines 20-29). The search results are then returned to the client (Col 6, lines 51-58). 
Belfiore further disclosed that the system allows users to access the content they intended to 
receive without added effort when URLs are typed incorrectly, are nonexistent, or are heavily 
used and can't be quickly resolved (Col 4, lines 14-29, 37-40). Thus, given the teaching of 
Belfiore, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized the desirability 
and advantages of searching for host name queries as a search string when a host has not been 
located in the system taught by Stahura, in order to allow users to access the content they 
intended to receive without added effort when URLs are typed incorrectly, are nonexistent, or are 
heavily used and can't be quickly resolved. 
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With regard to claims 7 and 26, Belfiore disclosed sending further comprises sending said 
host name query as a search string to a search engine (Col 6, lines 35-48). 

With regard to claims 8 and 9, Belfiore is silent as to whom (e.g. an ISP or administrator) 
actually selects the search engine used to perform host name query string searches. Nevertheless 
it was widely known in the art at the time of the invention for ISPs and administrators to 
configure client computers to access specific network resources, such as a default search engine. 
Thus, it would have been obvious for administrators or ISPs to select the search engine which 
performs the host name query string searches, in order to restrict queries to search engines they 
deem appropriate. 

3. Claims 12 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stahura, 
Bhatia, and Microsoft, and further in view of Poeluev. 

In considering claims 12 and 24, although Stahura, Bhatia, and Microsoft fail to disclose 
a VPN, systems that allow client computers to query DNS servers via a VPN are well known, as 
evidenced by Poeluev flj 24). Given the teaching of Poeluev, a person having ordinary skill in 
the art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of using the Stahura system 
for VPN connections, to allow a user of the Stahura system to obtain access to public websites 
when connected to a VPN (see Poeluev, ^ 5). Therefore, it would have been obvious for the 
network taught by Stahura and Bhatia to be a VPN, as taught by Poeluev. 
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4. Claims 13, and 22-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stahura 
and "Windows 2000 DNS White Paper" by Microsoft, hereinafter Microsoft. 

Claim 13 is rejected using the same rationale as applied to claim 1. 
Claims 22-23 contain the same limitations as respective claims 10 and 1 1, and are thus rejected 
for the same reasons. 

5. Claims 18-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stahura and 
and Belfiore et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6, 009,459; hereinafter Belfiore). 

Claims 18-21 are rejected using the same rationale as applied to claims 6-9. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments are noted however they are moot in view of the new grounds of 
rejection set forth. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

7. Claims 2, 4, 5, 14, 16, and 17 are allowed. 

8. Claim 27 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim 
and any intervening claims. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: The 
prior art of record fails to disclose the features of claims 2, 4, 5, 14, 16, 17, and 27 describing in 
the context of the claimed domain name resolution system a step of determining that a plurality 
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of addresses were acquired from the DNS servers, and that all but one were eliminated according 
to specific criteria was not found in the prior art of record. 

Conclusion 

3. The prior art made of record, in PTO-892 form, and not relied upon is considered pertinent 
to applicant's disclosure. 

4. This office action is made NON-FINAL. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sean Reilly whose telephone number is 571-272-4228. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glen Burgess can be reached on 571-272-3949. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




